Case No. CA212-354 (LVO)

SUZANNE MILLER
JOHN OBERPRILLER
Appellants,
In re 6219 La Vista Drive

VS.
Appeal to the City Plan Commission

LANDMARK COMMISSION
Appellee.

TO THE HONORABLE COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY PLAN COMMISSION:

We the Appellants, Suzanne Miller and John Oberpriller submit this brief in appeal of the
City of Dallas Landmark Commission decision to deny our Application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness on June 6, 2022.

INTRODUCTION

The structure in question is a single-family home located at 6219 La Vista Drive. The
property is located within the Swiss Avenue Historic District, and is a contributing
structure. We, the Appellants, purchased the property on April 10, 2003, following a full
year long search within the area bounded by Mockingbird and Fitzhugh to the north and
south, and from 75 Central Expressway going east past White Rock Lake. After ten
years living abroad, we returned to the United States, and had chosen to live in Dallas.
With a life long appreciation for historical architecture, and a family history filled with
builders, craftsmen, and others licensed and trained in various trades, we began a very
specific search for the property we wished to call “home”, a property we could work on
together, teaming our wide variety of skills and life experiences. Our search lead us
through over 100 homes, and through five realtors, including one whom | quit on the
spot, when she suggested that, as we were looking for a “project house” | should let
them know if | see a property that looks interesting, because with a few calls to the city,
it might become available.

The house on La Vista was love at second sight. The first time we viewed it, driving by,
we thought we saw bars on the windows, and were uncertain about moving our young
daughter there, as luck would have it, the following month was Halloween, a holiday she
hadn’t truly experienced while living in Europe. The Plano community where we were
staying was a complete wash for Halloween festivities, and to salvage the night, |
suggested we drive down to a neighborhood | had read about in the morning paper,
Swiss Avenue. We were smitten. We began to focus our search, and eventually came
back around to the house at 6219 La Vista. We appreciated the European influences
evident through it’s architecture, and the quality craftsmanship in it’s construction. It had
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the traditional four square layout | had been searching for, with plenty of original
windows for cross ventilation. One upside to the windows being they hadn’t all been
painted shut, only one of three houses we found that way throughout our entire search.
The downside was some of the windows had clearly been mishandled over the years
and were going to need considerable work. The exterior had been given a fast coat of
paint, so we chose to live with that for the time being. The home had been unoccupied
for the better part of five years, so we had plenty of other things to focus our time on.

Our initial plans largely divided the work into three phases, with the diamond pane
casement windows being somewhere at the end of phase three, as we knew they were
going to be an extensive project, requiring considerable research and time. When the
hailstorm struck in 2012, I'd say we were somewhere at the end of phase one and the
beginnings of phase two, and then suddenly, our whole plan went out the window so to
speak.

ACCOUNT

As noted by Ms van Onna, our property was damaged by a severe hailstorm on June
13, 2012. Based on the aftermath, we were likely near the bullseye of the storm, for our
slate roof was a total loss, while others within a several block radius survived with much
less damage. The diamond pane windows in question, in addition to their already fragile
state, had a significant amount of damage. As luck would have it, all of the damage was
limited to the clear glass pieces, sparing the colored center medallions, so we carefully
patched the panels with clear tape until we were ready to approach the process of
restoration. In total, 11 of the 13 casement window panels were affected, with all of the
upper lights spared from impact. Unfortunately, the wood trim and siding also sustained
significant damage, damage which subsequently revealed issues concealed by previous
owners and, in the end, we received little to nothing on insurance coverage for those
elements. After the initial cleanup of debris, it became a long waiting game for the roof
replacement, with work commencing in the spring of 2013 and wrapping mid summer of
2014.

In the summer of 2014, no longer having the risk of slate dropping on us below, we
began to address the long awaited window project. Wanting to fully restore this historic
element for generations to come, we sought out the best of the best glass artisans in
the area. We approached the project with every intention of retaining and restoring the
wooden frames, so we removed and transported each glass panel ourselves, as the
studio could not guarantee the frames would survive their handling.

A closer examination of the window frames and their surrounds opened a Pandora’s box
of unforeseen issues which we have ever since been researching to determine the best
solutions, again, often consulting the Guidelines provided through the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and the now numerous
other Historic Preservation sites and resources available for the purposes of community
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education, including preservationchicago.org and a collection of books written solely on
the topic of historic window restoration.

Near the end of 2014, our beautiful new roof in place, and the window glass restoration
underway, we began our search for a professional house painter. Again, doing our due
diligence, as we wanted someone skilled and meticulous. | began by contacting some
Swiss Avenue neighbors, those who had work done to the highest of standards, for
professional referrals. Not only did the referral not work out, the minimal prep work he
did, left us with damaged trim, paint over dirt, and just before we finally cancelled the
contract, paint all over the brick. In the end, we made two determinations 1) the amount
of prep work our house required was more than anyone wanted to take on and 2) the
personnel color consultation from a well known paint retailer was likely the trending “red
brick house” color scheme, as soon, most of the other red brick houses on our street
were sporting the same or similar palette. We made the decision at that point to begin a
new search for a more unique, but appropriate color palette, and to address the work of
painting preparation ourselves.

The historic rainfall levels of 2015 completely halted all exterior work, and filled our then
empty pool to the brim. Ultimately, this kicked off our long and storied history with Dallas
Code Compliance.

Our first go around with Code Compliance addressed the rain water in the pool. | had
left town for the day to drive my daughter back to school in Oklahoma, and returned to a
notice on the door to remove the water in 24 hours, the irony being, | was already
planning to do just that once we’d gotten her packed up and back at school. The never
ending rainfall of the previous year was trying at best while waiting to address exterior
work, so we humored ourselves by seeing just how full the pool would get. When ducks
paid us a visit, and things started to ice over we thought maybe it was time for the water
to go. We had continuously treated the area for mosquito larvae, buying the city
recommended product in 20 pound containers. Code did not stop at the pool, they also
gave us notice to paint the carriage house in 30 days, in the middle of January, as all
the rain had started to cause the hail-beaten, 70 year build up of paint to fall off the
siding. We argued this case in that this was a much more extensive endeavor, not a 30
day job, and we were already struggling to get back to our exterior work on the main
house. As the citation was already written, there was no backing off by Code, which
meant that all of the work on the main house ceased as | spent 9 months, in all weather,
scraping most of the siding back to bare wood with the intent of reusing it one day down
the road, as that’s where we’ve now kicked this project. | completed the painting work
one full year from when | pumped the water out of the pool. The woman next door
complimented me by asking why | had painted it “that color”.

One side note, because | want this clarified “for the record”. In 2012, a certified
electrician deemed the pool a life safety liability as it had multiple NEC violations, which
should have never been approved by an inspector. We don’t how or why a pool was
allowed to be built this way within city limits, but we chose to shut it down. In addition,
we have tried for years to get the utilities to address the infrastructure behind our
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property. Recently we received an updated list of contacts, which hopefully leads us to
some solutions, as what is there now does not comply with modern regulations.

While we understand the hearing before the City Plan Commission is specifically meant
to address our Certificate of Approval application for windows, we feel it is pertinent to
mention that the habitants of the property to our west have been waging a personal
vendetta against us for the past 6 1/2 years. An amiable relationship for over a decade,
overseeing each other’s gardens, newspapers, etc. during vacations, turning a blind eye
and ear to their loud music and frequent entertaining, puppy sitting their Hurricane
Harvey rescues for three months after they assured us the animals were parasite free,
and then finding out they weren’t, leaving us with a contaminated yard, and putting our
pets through needless risk and treatment. In the fall of 2018, they proposed removing
and replacing the fence on our property, while we were out of town assisting my elderly
parents. There was no formal project proposal, contract, or even a reasonable
description, simply a text message stating what they intended to do. We had reached
our breaking point.

In the summer of 2019, we were once again out of town, attending my niece’s wedding.
She was and is the first of the seven grandchildren in my family to marry. My daughter
and | took a flight back to Dallas two weeks later to spend the weekend together, before
driving her back to school in her recently acquired car. We arrived at our house to find a
violation notice taped to the front door stating we had an open structure. All | could
reason is that the city had deemed the silver backed foam board | had been using to
seal the window openings not secure enough, and so my daughter and | spent our 36
hour weekend together making painted wood panels to secure the window openings.
Completely exhausted, it was a joint effort keeping each other awake as we set out for
OKC at midnight to make my 4am flight. When | returned several weeks later, | had
received a citation for an open structure. As it turned out, the code inspector was
referring to the exposed lath on our portico ceiling, where | had removed some broken
stucco before it landed on someone’s head. He would not come to reason that the area
was not structurally part of the main living quarters, after admitting to me he knew
nothing about construction, and all the while spitting his chewing tobacco on my front
lawn. Each “visit” from this inspector was announced by a deafening pounding on our
front door, he’d then proceed to rant about what his ex-wife was up to, if not that, once
he went on to brag about having just cleared an elderly woman out of her home, and
what a hoarder she had been. | was not impressed. With research, we eventually came
upon a “best practice” solution to the pinhole leaks in the roof above. A quick fix we
were forced to make which has delayed the desired long term solution.

The inspector also questioned what we were doing with the windows. At that time, | was
working at the back of the house, testing different paints, fillers, and color schemes,
getting set up to continue our painting as the weather became more agreeable. Not
wanting to be accused of doing work without a Certificate of Appropriateness, |
submitted an application. The application CA190-048(MLP) addressed the repairs and
reglazing of all the windows on the house, best case, a five year project. Worst case, a
pandemic strikes the following spring, lock down ensues, supply chain issues begin,
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including N95’s my go to PPE for most restoration work, illness strikes, injuries, long-
term iliness, family mental health concerns, our accounts get hacked, leaving us without
internet for weeks, you name it. Not to forget, the social unrest going on all around us,
to the point where | did not feel safe in my own front yard, when | was feeling well
enough to work.

In August of 2020, after having missed an important email, a heads up of sorts from the
planner at the Office of Historic Preservation dated 08/05/20, Murray Miller paid us a
visit. He explained that the people next door were making a nuisance of themselves
with the city departments, constantly calling in complaints about our ongoing restoration
work, and that they had recently escalated to higher levels, motioning to the campaign
signs covering their front yard. | explained to him the scope of our work, and that at that
moment in time, we were struggling, as | had all the previously mentioned issues going
on, along with my husband being stranded in California, a situation which continued for
16 months total until the following summer.

The follow up to Mr Miller’s visit was an email letter dated 08/18/20 suggesting
Plexiglass as a solution to make the house “less visually disruptive”. | viewed this
proposal non-viable on three counts, 1) | knew plastic was not allowed under Swiss
Avenue bylaws 2) Plexi was cost prohibitive and unavailable due to supply and demand
at the time and 3) If even feasible, | alone did not have the skills necessary to do such
an installation to any degree that would look better than what we currently had, and due
to the pandemic risks, | was not willing to hire anyone to come into our home. Also, my
daughter and | concluded that anything | could possibly do, would not only look far
worse, but would be significantly less secure, an issue which gravely concerned her at
the time as well.

In June of 2021, with all of us fully vaccinated, and my husband now able to conduct his
job working remotely, he returned to Dallas. We spent our 30th wedding anniversary
rebuilding faucets and installing a new kitchen sink, before spending the next two
weekends traveling to OKC to help our daughter move and get settled in before starting
Graduate School. We then packed up and headed north for three weeks to visit our
parents. John’s mother, somewhat younger than my parents, was happy to see him, as
was his sister who went through cancer treatment in the midst of the pandemic. My
father, then 96, has dementia and has been cared for by my mother 24/7 for the past
five years. This is by her choice, but being just five years younger than he, she
appreciates us being there to help out when we are available.

In August 2021, we returned to Dallas to find a High Weeds in the Alley Notice of
Violation from Code Compliance in the mail. Fair enough, | had forgotten to mow that
area, and it did rain while we were away. Having made a full recovery from my long
Covid symptoms since getting vaccinated, and with the N95’s back in stock to the
public, and both of us now at home, we placed an order for scaffolding advertised in a
Labor Day weekend sale, with plans to get back to our window and painting work, full
stop. Our newfound joy didn’t survive 72 hours however, as we then received the email
from the OHP planner dated 09/10/2021 indicating we had been under surveillance, and
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that their people had determined our work was not progressing, meaning they felt we
hadn’t done any work in 180 days, and that our CA was being revoked. They went on to
say they were turning the matter over to Code Compliance. Even though | had been out
working in the months following the February 2021 freeze, and up until our summer
activities, | was so absolutely furious over the idea that they had been watching us, that
| didn’t even stop to consider arguing this accusation.

We received the Code Compliance Notice of Violation #21-00862943 September 20,
2021 and immediately began to work out a plan to bring our property “into compliance
ASAP”, as we wanted to get back to working on our intended projects, freely, without
Code Compliance around our necks. We had a stockpile of paint available, as again
supply and cost were still an issue, and taking into account Mr Miller’s recommendation
for Plexiglass, the number of homes within the Swiss Ave district with single pane
windows, and the Dallas City Code, Chapter 27, annotated in the Notice of Violation
#21-00862943 by Ms McClendon, we filed for a new CA. The application was promptly
processed CA212-074 (MLP), and we set to work, all in good faith. At this point, we also
made the decision that in order to placate the people next door, and hopefully put a stop
to their disruptive actions, we needed to work out a plan for the empty swimming pool.

We did our best to move the proposed work along as quickly as possible, as | had
received word that my Dad had some issues, had been hospitalized, and was sent to a
rehab in the middle of the Delta surge and the spread of the Omicron variants. The
rehab facility had cases of Covid as well, so even my Mom was prohibited from seeing
him at the time. My Mom held back the information from me for days, knowing that |
“was busy”. That alone was extremely stressful, being that | was supposed to have
been there at that time, and perhaps then, he would have never ended up where he
was. The whole thing fell on deaf ears with city staff as we requested extra time to
manage the situation. In fact, they turned around and wrote me two identical class C
misdemeanor citations for not meeting the original 30 day deadline. Dad did come
through, and we did finish all of our proposed work, breaking down the scaffold, in the
dark, on New Years Eve, as the guy next door watched from his bedroom window.

The following week, we received a phone call from Ms McClendon, after she had paid a
visit next door, asking us whether or not our original windows had “criss-cross” on them.
Notice of Violation #22-00009308 arrived by mail a few days later, followed by Notice of
Violation #22-00059062. The explanation we received was that as Ms McClendon was

no longer with Code Compliance, but rather now worked for OHP and so this case was
no longer a Code issue, but had been transferred back to the OHP department.

There were many text and email exchanges that followed, a whole book’s worth alone
on the removal of the swimming pool, a project that we were expecting cartwheels over.
Once again, first paying a visit next door, then coming over and suggesting, just “to
follow their process”, we should have a CA to remove the pool. Our contractor was
standing right in front of her ready to start. It was work that did not involve structures, or
even require a permit from the City of Dallas. The “desk CA” as she described it, took
over a week, at a significant cost to both us and our contractor.
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APPEAL

We understand that an extended amount of time has passed, as we sort out the best
practices going forward to complete the restoration of not only our windows, but also the
other exterior elements we wish to address. And since, as Staff has insinuated, there
have been many accusations submitted against us, to those who are not aware of the
complete situation, we see how this could be interpreted into thinking we are somehow
awful, negligent neighbors. Admittedly, this presentation of facts is more than we
ourselves are comfortable with, however, we felt it prudent that the full picture be
exposed, for based on our experience to date, we may not have another opportunity to
present our account of the circumstances.

To the best of our knowledge, we did not receive any communication from Ms van Onna
between the dates of 03/24/22 to 06/16/22. She claims to have answered my question
in regards to a new fence on our block on 05/10/22, but again, | did not receive anything
from her during this length of time. Our CA application was submitted for the 04/07/22
deadline, and resubmitted with the requested window survey, per Ms McClendon, on
05/05/22. We were never notified of a Task Force Meeting, nor are there any minutes
available for our review. We had no communication from Staff following their review to
allow us the opportunity to clarify anything they may or may not have read. Finally, we
were never informed of the date and time of the scheduled Landmark Commission
public hearing, and we were not able to find it posted on the city website in a timely
manner.

Had we received proper notification and been given due process to participate in the
application review process, we would have had the opportunity to clarify the project
description, as our objectives were grossly misinterpreted and appear to have been
falsely presented to the commission. If the commission is truly interested in community
education, would it not be in their best interest to include the citizens of the communities
in their process?

The casement window frames, which we handcrafted of the same material, dimensions
and profile as the original frames, and fit with clear glass, per Dallas city code 27-11(d)
(10) and Swiss Avenue ordinance 51P-63.116(1)(P) were created to serve as temporary
placeholders while we continue with the exterior restoration work on our property. Our
research, including a thorough review of the Secretary of Interior Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties indicates this is the best practice application, to protect
the original glass as exterior work progresses, and to allow every opportunity for
retainment, repair, and preservation of as many elements of the original frames as
possible. We, the property owners, have offered the possibility of applying an
aesthetically pleasing diamond pattern applique should one be available, of course
taking into consideration the aspects of technical and economic feasibility.
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Ms McClendon offered us her assurance that in order to close out the remaining Notice
of Violation #22-00059062 we simply needed to submit a CA for the windows we had
put in. Not only does it now appear this was meant to be intentionally misleading, it
seems that Staff found it to be amusing as well, 4:36:09 LCM 06/06/22.

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED

6219 La Vista Dr. image street view

June 13, 2012 view of front yard

CA190-048 (MLP)

08/05/20 email from Melissa Parent

08/18/20 email from Murray Miller

09/10/21 email from Melissa Parent

INITIAL Notice of Violation 10/20/21

11/04/21 email exchange with Melissa Parent

Chapter 27-11(d)(10)

Routine Maintenance excerpt

Photos of homes on La Vista Dr. all within SAHD

Photo January 7, 2022

Notices of Violation 01/07/22 and 03/01/22

03/22/22 text from Adrian McClendon

CA Proposal March 30, 2022 6219 La Vista Dr. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
03/22/22-06/16/22 email log from Laura van Onna

Landmark Commission review process

The Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (3 excerpts)

CONCLUSION

While we understand Mr Miller is trying restructure the Office of Historic Preservation,
an organization we have experienced multiple changes in over the years, we have to
question his mission. We are simply trying to do the right thing by our home, searching
for the appropriate resolutions, so that we may one day reach a full and complete
recovery. Instead, we have been caught in the cross fire of the insidious behavior of
someone who shares little to no interest in the obligations of owning a home within a
historic district, and has weaponized a system to instill punitive actions upon us with
little to no recourse. As we try to search for the best possible solutions to maintain the
historic integrity of our beautiful home, while being ambushed by city staff, we watch in
disbelief as others nearby construct additions, carports, pavilions, pergolas, install
pools, Hardiplank, hardscape, replace windows, paint brickwork, encircle their property
with “stockyard” fencing, and all without a Certificate of Appropriateness in sight.

We question whether anyone has considered the adverse effects of imposing 30 day
deadlines within a district of older or historically significant properties, inflicting damage
untold, with negative effects both direct and indirect. We have suffered significant
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physical, mental, and emotional hardship due to the encounters we’ve endured with
Code Compliance. Our family has foregone holiday seasons for three of the last five
years, as we were kept “busy” trying to comply with nonsensical expectations, thus
sacrificing many of our holiday breaks. The fixes we were forced into doing were often
for not, as given the proper time and sequence, they would have been included in a
more appropriately planned and finished project. Instead, the impositions we’ve endured
from Dallas City Staff have only disheveled our plans, and robbed us of much of the joy
found in the home restoration work we love to do.

Respectfully submitted,
Suzanne B. Miller
Homeowner

6219 La Vista Drive
Dallas, TX 75214
(469) 583-7521
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CA190.048 (MLP)
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Certificate of Appropri
City of Dallas uwﬂzu cm”pnaterfnss &)

Name of Apsscane D UZANNE Miller and Jo

Malling Addreas : £215 La Vs Dre
City, State and Zip Code: Datas 1X 75014

Daytime Phone. 480 5437521 Alermate Phone 21 4587
Redationssp of Apphcant to Owner e

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 6219 La Vista Df, Da"aS,TX 752
Historic District: Swiss Averve Hatore Dt

PROPOSED WORK:
Ust all proposed work simply and acourately, use extra sheet if needed Attach ail documentation
speciied in the submittal criteria checkdist for type of work proposed. DO NOT write “see attached *

Exterior maintenance and repair of original casement and nine light double-hung windows

and trim. Historic glass removed to pravent damage. Work 10 include window glazing.

caulk, and repanting with Sherwin-Williams SWE148 “Wool maevea_ev__ RLRs

Signature of Applcant: Date: Oct. gg.l éb?g

of : Mrmoo;.;mlm-m: # ()
TR 4 WTPTR Y ST e,

APPLICATION DEADLINE: R
wmmummmnummw s
NOON. (see officlal calendar for excepticas), before the Dalas Landmark =) he sehii ]
pproval of afry change affecting the extencr of any dulding. This form along wih any suppGrting documentstion :
must be fied with 3 Presarvation Planner at Cy Hall. 1500 Markia SBN, Dalas, Texas, 75201

Please use the enciosed criteria checklist as a guide to completing the application.
appications camct B reviewed and will be rumed 10 you for more information. You a'e encoutaged 1o
contact 8 Preservason Planner st 2148704209 10 make sure your sppication is complete.

OTHER:
hmmaummmumbumﬂadmanmw.
decision. Vounwumumwmuumuwmu
1:00 pm In Councd Chambers of Cty Hal (see exceptions). Isformaton feganding The history of past
mumuww-wumumamm

“Pleass revew o encicsed Ravew ane Acson Fom
mnumm.wnwnm-

APPROVED. Please reicase the busidng permi

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS. Pieaso releasa the bulkding permit I ccontance with any condtons

DENIED. Pleass 90 0ot "elease the budding permit or allow wark.

DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE. Please g 5of release the Duiding permit of allow work. 8

mmmmnm __Yes 0 No

%mw _’D/L(,ZMT“__

Appropriateness
Certificate of City of Dallas """.,,';'"',.,




08/05/20 email from Melissa Parent

E

Q Melissa Parent C... 8/5/20

B To: Suzanne Miller >

FW: 6219 La Vista

Suzanne,

| am reaching out again, as | never heard back
after my last email on progression of work on the
windows. It should be noted that your neighbor
has felt a need to escalate the complaint, so a
progress report from you would go a long way to
calm the situation. We are not working regularly
from the office at this time, so email is the best
way.

Regards,
~Melissa

Melissa Parent
Planner — Historlc Preservation

City of Dallas |

Office ol Hslonge Praservabon

om SBN




08/18/20 email from Murray Miller

From: M||Ier MurraV

allas 1| K
Subject: RE: 6219 LaVusta pool
Date: Aug 18, 2020 at 10:00: 43
'0: Suzanne Miller : ller
Good Moming Suzanne,

qlobal.net

Thanks for taking the time 1o meet with me last Friday 10 discuss progress on the work which is
covered by a Certificate of Appropriateness. One of the things that has coma to mind is the
visual appearance of the interim protective measures. Typically, this would not be an issue
because a construction project typically has a start and end point.

In this case, we 0o not know nor can we advise others as to whan we can expect 1o soe the
work completed. We recognize that there are extenuating circumstances, however, would it be
possible to install a diferent interim protective measure that would be less visually disruptive?
For examplo, replacing the existing interim protective moasures with a clear plexiglass sheet
that fits each opening.

We woukd recommend that you consider some measure 10 reduce the current visual impact.

Your thoughts?

Murray

Murray G. Miller
At NA, MRAIC, CAP. NCIP, MIC. NCTP, NTRAL
~oaA

Diractor, Office of Historic
Praservation
City of Dallas | DallasCityHall.com
Office of Historic Preservation
1500 Marilla St., SON
Dakas, TX 75201
O: 214-670-9260
F: 214-670-4210
murnray.mier @dallascityhall.com

00C

“OPEN RECORDS NOTICE: This emal and responses may be subject o the Texas Open
Records Act and may be disclosed to the public upon request. Please respond accordingly. **




09/10/21 email from Melissa Parent

ﬁm Melissa Parent... 9/10/21
To: % T

6219 La Vista

Suzanne,
I'm writing to inform you that Dallas code
compliance will be sending out a citation for non-
compliance on the property regarding the
previous Certificate of Appropriateness for
window repairs. Staff was at the property earlier
this week to verify that work was progressing and
found that no work has been done since our last
communication in August 2020. At this time,
because there has been a stoppage in work
progression for over 6 months, any CA's and
permits required for the work are now considered
void/invalid. While repairs do still need to be
completed, due to the work stoppage we can no
longer process it as a CA. Moving forward it will
be handled as a repair agreement in coordination
with the City Attorney’s Office. A timeline of
repair completion will need to be coordinated
with our office. If you have any questions about
the repair agreement, you can contact Murray
Miller, Dir. OHP

(murray.s m)




6219 La...

SEC. 51P-63.108. ENFORCEMENT.

(c) Compliance with use regulations and
development standards required. A person
commits an offense if he violates one of the use
regulations or development standards in
Sections 51P-63.114, 51P-63.115, 51P-63.117,
51P-63.118, 51P-63.120, 51P-63.121,
51P-63.123, 51P-63.124, 51P-63.126,
51P-63.127, 51P-63.129, and 51P-63.130 of this
article.

SEC. 51P-63.109. PENALTY. (a) A person
violating a provision of Ordinance No. 17285, as
amended by Ordinance No. 18563, upon
conviction, is punishable by a fine not to exceed
$1000. [The provisions of Ordinance No. 17285,
as amended by Ordinance No. 18563, are
codified in this article.] (b) In addition to
punishment by fine, the City may, in accordance
with state law, provide civil penalties for a
violation of this article, and institute any
appropriate action or proceedings to prevent,
restrain, correct, or abate the unlawful erection,
construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair,
conversion, or maintenance of a building,
structure, or land in this district. (Ord. Nos
18563; 25423)

Regards,
~Melissa




INITIAL Notice of Violation 10/20/21




11/04/21 email exchange with Melissa Parent

Suzanne,

| see you submitted another CA
to Murray. I'm happy to
complete as routine. Today is
the submittal deadline for
landmark, so | can't get it out
today, but should be able to get
your approval early next week.

Do you have an estimated
timeline of when work might be
completed? We'd like to have a
timeline so that we can work
with code compliance to get
tickets closed out once
everything has been finished.

Reaards.




On Nov 4, 2021, at 10:18,
Suzanne Miller

wrote:

Melissa,

Thank you very much for your
reply. Assuming the weather
holds, and we're able to source
necessary materials, our current
timeline to mitigate issues with
code compliance is ASAP,
sometime before the 31
calendar days as noted on the
citations. Please feel free to call
me with any questions.
Regards,

Suzanne




Chapter 27-11(d)(10)




Routine Maintenance excerpt

(4) Darector’s determination of procedure. Upon receipt of an application for a certificate
of appropriatencss, the director shall determine whether the applicatson is 1o be reviewed under
the routine work review procedure or the standard certificate of appropriatencss review
procedure,

(5) Routine mamicnance work review procedure.

(A) 1 the director determines that the applicant is seeking a centificate of appeopriatencss
o authorize only rouline maintemance work, he may review the application to determane
whether the propased work complics with the regulations contained in this section and the
preservation criteria contamned in the historic overlay district oedanance and approve or deny the
application within 20 days after a complete application is filed. The applicant maust supply
complete documentation of the woek. Upon request, stafl will forward copics of applications to
the task force. The darector may forward any application 1o the landmark commission for
FEVIEW,

(B) Routine maintemance work includes:

(1) the mnstallation of a chimney located on an accessory building, or o the rear 50
percent of a main bailding and not past of the comer side facade;

(1) the installatson of an awnang bocated on an accessory building, or on the rear facade
of a main building:

(i) the replacement of a roof of the same or an onginal material that does not include
a change m color;

(iv) the installation of a wood or chain link fence that is not paisted o stained;

(v) the mstallation of gutters and downspouts of a color that matches or complements
the dominant trim or roof color;

(vi)  the installatson of skylights and solar pancls;

(vii) the installation of stoem windows and doors;

(vin)_the mstallation of window and $Oor screens;

(ix) the application of paimt that is the same as the existing or that is an appropniate
dommml trim, or accent color,

(x) the restoration of onginal architectural clements;

(x1) minor repair using the same matersal and desagn as the ongnal;

(xii) repair of sidewalks and driveways using the same type and color of matenals;

(xiin) the process of cheaning (including but not limited 10 bow-pressure water blasting
and stripping), but exchading sandblasting and high-pressure water blasting; and

p (xiv)  pamting, replacing, duphicating, or stabalizng deteriorated or damaged
architectural features (including but not limited 1o roofing, windows, columns, and siding) in
order to mamtain the stracture and 10 slow detenoration.

(C) The applicant may appeal the darector's decision by submitting (o the director a
witten request for appeal within 10 days of the decisson. The wirtten request for appeal starts
the standard certificate of appropriastencss review pnxedm: by the landmark commission.

(A) If the director determines that the applcant is s«hng a certificate of appropratencss
o authorize work that is ot routine maintenance work, or if the darector's decision comcerning
a certificate of appropmatencss to authonze oaly routine maintenance work s appealed, the
director shall imsmediately forward the application 1o the landmark commission for review.

(B) Upon receipt of an applacation for a certificate of appropratencss, the director shall

AA Rexportamlegal.com C
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Photos of homes on La Vista Dr. all within SAHD
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Photo January 7, 2022
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Notices of Violation 01/07/22 and 03/01/22

Al CITY OF DALLAS
DEPARTMENT OF CODE COMPLIANCE
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Name: Ol RILLER JOMN M & MLLER Case 8. 220000000

OHN M A MLLER SUZANNE B

Violations of Dallas City Code:
: Comments Resolve By Date
| Please ensure al work performed is
done in accordance with the approved
cartficate of appropristeness. This
ciudes Bt is nat Emined to ensuring all Jasuary 25,2022
part is restored 10 orgny color #°d
i windows are resiered with the cngnal
| damond panes
| Floass repar pool 10 Operatng
| CONION N 3 workmankie mannes
Paase oblien and 2OS! any Hecssary February 6, 2022
Approval o permis prior 10 performing
| Ay wo's

SEC. S51A-4 501 {gN8)(H) (M) ®e work is not
performed n dcoordance with e canficats of

Woroprialonmss, the development code, of ‘
buiding codes

Buiang and siructural materals NOT »
operatng condticn

nnyal

| will TONEDECHyOUT property on y 25 2022 10 oetermng i the AROve GessrDod vitlation(s) Pave Boen comecind
I your property & not brought nid corrplance within the above Galendar days, hen the City may comect the violatons)
# your eaponse Al axpenses Pcured wil be DEed 0 you Falure %0 pay 1hese erpenans Wil resull n 3 ben beirg
placed on your propecty. Adad onally, £ you fad 15 comply with this notice, the Cty may iIssue you a ofation for cach day
2 viclation & cormmted. The maximum fne s $2.000 00 per ctason

Thank you in adhance for your cooperaton. If you have questions, please call me & (460) 616
Inspector; Adria NeClendon Badge: CL1IT0 Date

%

Owner | Ooupane | Pones s Contred of Property

Date: January 7. 2022
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03/22/22 text from Adrian McClendon

McClendon >
originait. It you wouia

like to keep the current
windows you may
submit a CA for those
windows to be
approved

The planner processes
the CA but | enforce the
notices and violation so
| am the one you need
to reach out to for
clarification or
extension to the date on
the notice. Not the
planner.

They have no authority
over my notice or
enforcement. But they
can issue approval for
the windows you prefer

O~ o &) |




CA Proposal March 30, 2022 6219 La Vista Dr. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION







03/22/22-06/16/22 email log from Laura van Onna

10:39

Q. @ Lauravan... 5

From To Message

# Laura van Onna 7/26/22 >
RE: SAHD fence allowance
Hi Suzanne - | had responded on
05/10/2022. Please see attached c...

# Laura van Onna 6/16/22 >
Certificate of Appropriatene...
Your final CA from the June 6, 2022
Landmark Commission meeting Is...

# Laura van Onna
6219 La Vista Ave - CA212-...
Hi Suzanne, It was nice to meet you
yesterday. Thank you for speaking...

& Laura van Onna 3/23/22
RE: Virtual meeting time

Good morning, Suzanne. Checking

In to make sure you received the ...




Landmark Commission review process

wgagipas

cimividd

»
e o L

Work that does not qualify for Routine Maintenance and all demolition requests must be reviewed
by the Landmark Commission during a public hearing. The Landmark Commission typically meets
on the first Monday of each month at 1:00 PM in City Councl Chambers (1500 Marilla Street).
Staff will communicate the confirmed times and dates for all meetings when your complete
application is submitted.

Incomplete applications that do not contain the submittal items listed on the
application checklist and/or applications received after the NOON deadline
are not accepted!

STEPS FOR LANDMARK COMMISSION REVIEW:
a - Submittal: Submit your completed application

(/departments/sustainabledevelopment/historicpreservation/Pages/Applications.aspx)by the
deadline (/departments/sustainabledevelopment/historicpreservation/Pages/Applications.aspx),
which is typically the first Thursday of the month at Noon. See calendar for the official deadline
dates. Incomplete applications are not accepted.

Task Force Meeting: Neighborhood Task Forces consist of residents from the

neighborhood, professionals, and architects. Task Force dedsions are

RECOMMENDATIONS ONLY that are submitted to the Landmark Commission for
review with your application. Meetings are typically held the week following the application
deadline, and Staff will communicate the confirmed date at the time of your application. You are
encouraged, but not required, to attend. A

Staff Review: will review your application the week following Task Force

WM%mMMMYMamMmN

Landmark Commission for review with your application. This meeting is not opento
the public, but you may be asked to provide additional information after the review is complete.

Hearing (FINAL DECISION): The Landmark Commission hearing typically
mm first Mgndayol the month lelowlnc the application submittal date. Staff
will communicate the confirmed date to you at the time ol.your application. You are
w«wmmzmmwwmcmma«mm_ammw
hearing are final, and questions regarding your application may arise during the hearing.

Issuance: Staff will send your final signed Certificate to you 10 days after the date of
the Landmark Commission hearing. Work on items that received approval can begin
on onceyouhmyoucmiﬁcatepostedonthcfrootofmproputymdyouh.we
obtained any applicable building permits that are required for the work. Please see the Building
'Ummtslmmmm inabledevelopment/buildinginspection/Pages/building_inspection_fags.aspx)
for a list of work that may require a building permit.



The Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (3 excerpts)

RESTORATION

wic window and shutler

¢ such as that shown here
e retained and repaired in a
on project.

RECOMMENDED

WINDOWS

Protecting restoration-period windows when working on other
features of the building.

Failing 1
features

Protecting and retaining historic glass from the restoration
period when replacing putty or repairing other components of the
window.

Failing
making

Sustaining the historic operability of windows from the restoration
period by lubricating friction points and replacing broken com-
ponents of the operating system (such as hinges, latches, sash
chains or cords) and replacing deteriorated gaskets or insulating
units.

Failing
toratior
sash p

Failing
period,

Evaluating the overall condition of windows from the restoration
period to determine whether more than protection and mainte-
nance, such as repairs to windows and window features, will be

necessary.

Failing
windo

Repairing window frames and sash from the restoration period
by patching, splicing, consolidating, or otherwise reinforcing
them using recognized preservation methods. Repair may include
the limited replacement in kind or with a compatible substitute
material of those extensively deteriorated, broken, or missing
components of windows when there are surviving prototypes
(such as sash, sills, hardware, or shutters) or when the replace-
ment can be based on physical or historic documentation. The
new work should match the old in material, design, scale, color,
and finish.

Repla
of ma

Remc¢
and n
matc!










